IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 01-30866
Summary Cal endar

MONOTOR M PETE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
and
Pl US AKAMDI OBl CHA,
Appel | ant,
vVer sus
CHAMPI ON EXPCSI TI ON SERVI CES, I NC.; CHRI'S VALENTI NE
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-3054-T

 February 26, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

After entering summary judgnent agai nst Monotor M Pete, the
district court inposed nonetary sanctions against Pete and his
attorney, Pius Akandi Ooioha. This appeal foll owed.

Pete has noved this court for appointnment of counsel. That

motion is DENIED. Pete also challenges the district court’s

denial of his notion to remand and the order granting sunmary

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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j udgnent agai nst him However, because no notice of appeal was
ever filed in the district court challenging these orders, this

court is without jurisdiction to review them See Nelson v.

Foti, 707 F.2d 170, 171 (5th G r. 1983). Wth regard to the
i nposition of sanctions, Pete has failed to brief the issue as he
has provi ded neither argunent nor authorities to show that the

district court erred in inposing sanctions. See Yohey V.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Accordingly,
Pete’ s appeal is DISM SSED as frivolous. 5THCR R 42.2.

(bi oha has filed his own appeal fromthe district court’s
i nposition of sanctions against him The award of sanctions
under FED. R CQv. P. 16(f) and under 28 U S.C. § 1927 is reviewed

for abuse of discretion. See S.E.C. v. First Houston Capital

Res. Fund, 979 F.2d 380, 381-82 (5th Gr. 1992); Mercury Ar

Goup, Inc. v. Mansour, 237 F.3d 542, 549 (5th Cr. 2001). After

reviewing the record in this case, we conclude that the district

court did not abuse its discretion in awardi ng nonetary sanctions
agai nst Obioha. Alternatively, Obioha argues that the sanctions

awar ded were unreasonabl e and unsupported. W decline to address
this issue as it is raised for the first tine on appeal. See

Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr.

1999). The district court’s award of sanctions agai nst Qbioha is

AFFI RVED.



